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IN T H E S U P R M E C O U R T 
O F T H E S T A T E O F U T A H 
LUTHER H. THOMAS, 
Plaint iff-Respondent , 
v s . 
GLEN PETERSON, 
Defendant-Appellant . 
CASE NO. 1 4 0 34 
P E T I T I O N F O R R E H E A R I N G 
A P P E A L FROM THE JUDGMENT OF THE SEVENTH 
DISTRICT COURT FOR EMERY COUNTY 
THE HONORABLE EDWARD SHEYA, JUSTICE 
EVERETT E . DAHL 
760 E a s t Center S t r ee t 
Midvale, Utah 84047 
Attorney for Appellant 
Glen P e t e r s o n 
GERALD E . NIELSON 
840 Kennecott Building 
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IN T H E S U P R E M E C O U R T 
O F T H E S T A T E O F U T A H 
) 
LUTHER H. THOMAS, 
) 
Plaint iff-Respondent , 
) PETITION FOR 
v s . REHEARING 
) 
GLEN PETERSON, Case No. 1 4 0 34 
) 
Defendant-Appellant 
• ) • 
Appellant respectful ly petitions the Court to r e h e a r and recons ider 
its decis ion r ende red in the above entitled ma t t e r for the following r e a s o n s : 
1. The Court has rec i ted facts which a r e not c o r r e c t nor ref lected 
in the r e c o r d s such as the s t a tement that "when the corporat ion was formed 
it en tered into a conditional sa les cont rac t with Mr . Thomas . . . " 
The r e c o r d is c lear that Mr . Thomas had formed his corporat ion 
previous to the taking in of new s tockholders and that the Ar t i c l e s of Incorp-
ora t ion were m e r e l y amended to change the name . No pre incorpora t ion 
a g r e e m e n t was en te red into evidence. 
2. The Court in its opinion speaks of a conditional sa les cont rac t 
which is the subject of this lawsuit and the appellant had objected to the 
introduction of the cont rac t on the bas i s that no foundation had been laid. 
That the issue has been r a i s ed a s to whether or not it is r equ i r ed that the 
board of d i r e c t o r s approve through minute entry subject con t rac t with a 
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major stockholder and genera l manager of the corporat ion who is the 
plaintiff. Appellant a lso r a i sed the issue that the cont rac t had not complied 
with the Uniform Commer ica l Code. In addition, i s sues were ra i sed in 
the appeal to the effect that Mr . Thomas had no a s s e t s to sel l to the co rp -
ora t ion , because of the fact that the a s s e t s were a l r eady in the corpora t ion . 
3 . If the Court is of the opinion that the i s sues of law ra i sed in 
this case a r e not valid, a t l eas t the opinion should rec i t e what the law i s . 
The appel lant respectful ly u rges that the Court r eexamine the 
opinion in this case and reschedule the mat te r for rehear ing and recons idera t ion . 
Respectfully submit ted, 
E v e r e t t E . Dahl 
At torney for Defendant and Appellant 
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